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Abstract:
This literature review explores the primary perspectives seeking to move beyond the 
Native Speaker （NS） as the preeminent cultural and linguistic target for language 
acquisition and use: 1） World Englishes （WE）, 2） English as a Lingua Franca （ELF） 
and 3） Lingua Franca English （LFE）. These perspectives seek to challenge the NS 
construct as a regime of truth （Foucault, 1980） both pragmatically and critically, in 
light of the adoption, transformation and adaptation of English in an ever-globalizing, 
postmodernistic world （Canagarajah, 2007）. In the review, the author examines the 
origins and nature of WE, ELF and LFE, highlighting their commonalities and 
differences in a critical fashion.
Key Words: Native Speaker Construct, World Englishes, English as a Lingua Franca, 
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1．Introduction
In English-related theory, research, policymaking, teacher training, curriculum and 
materials development, assessment, publishing and teaching, there exists a dominant 
“truth” regarding the sociocultural and linguistic targets for language learning and 
instruction. According to the view “held by the majority of English teachers, teacher 
educators, and SLA researchers, not to mention the ELT examination boards and 
publishing industry” （Jenkins, 2006a, p. 172）, whether “Native” or “Non-Native,” the 
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“Native Speaker” is the owner of English （Widdowson, 1994）, and therefore the target 
for which to aim, regardless of context.  This “regime of truth” （Foucault, 1984）, 
however, is being challenged by postcolonial, postmodern and sociocultural theory and 
inquiry.  Attempts at moving away from the Native Speaker construct1 （also referred to 
as the “Native Speaker Fallacy （Phillipson, 1992）） have been gaining momentum 
over the last twenty or so years.  From the time of Kachru’s （1985） critical division of 
the world of English users into three concentric circles, Firth’s （1996） examination of 
talk between Danish trading company employees and international clients, and his 
conclusions that such talk “is not only meaningful, it is normal and indeed ordinary” 
（p. 242）, and Pennycook’s （1990） call for a critical light to be shed on approaches to 
language in SLA and Applied Linguistics, researchers have been seeking to re-
conceptualize the nature, role and ownership of English and its use around the world.
This literature review explores the primary perspectives attempting to move beyond 
the Native Speaker （NS） construct: 1） World Englishes （WE）, 2） English as a Lingua 
Franca （ELF） and 3） Lingua Franca English （LFE）2. These perspectives seek to 
challenge the NS construct as a regime of truth, grounded in the belief that English is 
used in a multiplicity of contexts, in an ever-globalizing, postmodernistic world （e.g., 
Canagarajah, 2006a; 2007）, that fixating on the language and culture of an idealized 
NS may therefore not serve the needs of students, and that focusing on the NS neglects 
real world language use. In addition, such scholars point to the inequities brought about 
by placing the idealized language and culture of a NS on an academic and social 
pedestal. In challenging the NS construct both pragmatically （with real world, 
contextualized language use in mind） and critically （with the relationship between 
language ownership and power in focus）, these three perspectives are therefore 
working toward reshaping the very foundations of theory, research, policy and practice.
2．Organization of the Review
In this paper, I will first attempt to shed light upon the origin and nature of WE, ELF 
and LFE scholarship. I will then review the WE, ELF and LFE literature and explore 
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the ways in which these three veins of scholarship conceptualize language use. In 
doing so, I will highlight the similarities and differences between how WE, ELF and 
LFE scholars are proceeding in terms of theory and research.  Finally, I will discuss the 
implications of the dialogue that is transpiring within and across such scholarship.
3．WE, ELF and LFE
The concept of an idealized Native Speaker as the cultural and linguistic target for 
acquisition and instruction, as grounded Chomskyian （1965） linguistic theory, has 
long been considered mainstream and preeminent in English language teaching and 
research （e.g., Leung, 2005; Canagarajah, 2006b）. This idealized NS, most often 
perceived as Western and Caucasian （and often male） in nature （e.g., Braine, 2010; 
Kubota, 1998, 2002, 2011） is deemed the owner and gatekeeper of English （e.g., 
Widdowson, 1999; Leung, 2005）, and the yardstick by which all users of English 
might be measured, regardless of context （e.g., Canagarajah, 2007; Medgyes, 1994; 
Leung, 2005）. The Native Speaker construct renders Non-Native Speakers （NNSs） 
“deficient” as measured against the yardstick of the idealized NS （Jenkins, 2006a）, 
perpetuates the power and influence of a “selected elite” （e.g., Nayar, 1997; 
Widdowson, 1998, 2004）, marginalizes the cultural values and beliefs of learners  and 
users （Alptekin, 2002; Kramsch, 1998）, and ignores the contextualized needs and uses 
of English around the world （Alptekin, 2002; Canagarajah, 2007）.
During the last two decades, three perspectives have emerged in opposition to the 
NS construct: 1） World Englishes （WE）, 2） English as a Lingua Franca （ELF） and 3） 
Lingua Franca English （LFE）. These perspectives on “Present Day English Use” 
（McKay, 2010, p. 89）, share four elements in common according to Pakir （2009）: 
anemphasison the pluricentricity of English, a seeking variety recognition, an 
acceptance that language changes and adapts itself to new environments, and adesire to 
observe the discourse strategies of English knowing bilinguals” （p. 228）3. Within these 
three approaches, there is a desire to move beyond the NS as the target for language 
and culture, to re-conceptualize the nature of communicative competence, and as a 
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result revise the way acquisition, use, instruction and assessment are envisioned （see 
for example: Braine, 1999, 2010; Canagarajah, 1999; 2006a, 2006b, 2006c, 2007; 
Firth, 2009; Leung, 2005; Lowenberg, 2002）. These approaches are critical in nature, 
and envisage a move toward social justice as a goal in their research, instruction and 
even personal interaction with language learners and other stakeholders （e.g.: 
Canagarajah, 1999, 2006a, 2006b, 2007; Jenkins, 2006a; Leung, 2005）. Language, 
from such a shared perspective would necessarily conceptualize English as a “glocal” 
（Graddol, 1997, p. 33）; an English that is “internationally oriented but locally 
appropriate. Global yet local, glocal English can be viewed as an international as well 
as national lingua franca” （Graddol, 1997, p. 33）.
3.1. World Englishes （WE）
The World Englishes dialogue and approach has emerged out of postcolonial 
discourse related to the nature and status of English in countries wherein English had 
been a colonial language. Kachru’s （1985） three concentric circles model was one of 
the earliest formal attempts at roughly demarcating the boundaries of colonial power, 
post-colonial nation and other, served to call attention to the English varieties 
developed/developing in the post-colonial Outer Circle.  Kachru viewed the Inner 
Circle as norm-providing, the Outer as norm developing, and the Expanding as norm-
dependent.  This was a pivotal starting point for the envisioning of an alternate world 
of English; that of World Englishes4.
Bolton （2005） suggests that WE has been envisioned in three ways: 1） as a label to 
describe the varieties of English around the world, and the description and analysis of 
such, 2） to describe the Englishes of the Outer Circle, and 3） to describe the 
Kachruvian approach to the nature and role of Englishes around the globe. Jenkins 
（2006a） divides scholars of WE, whom she refers to as “critical linguists” （p. 165）, 
into three camps: 1） the anti-imperialists, who are not in favor of the diffusion of 
English, 2） the resistance linguists, who are interested in “resisting （the） hegemony” 
（p. 165） and moving beyond NS-based standards, and towards the localized 
appropriation of English, and 3） those researchers who believe that individuals in the 
Outer and Expanding Circles are active in the creation of WE, resulting from their 
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“agency” and not “passivity and exploitation” （p. 165）.
According to Saraceni （2008）, the WE “paradigm” has juxtaposed itself against a 
“monolithic ENL （English as a Native Language）” model, instead envisioning English 
as “pluralized and pluricentric” （p. 22）. McKay （2010） notes that WE scholars argue 
against the employment of one particular variety of English as a linguistic and cultural 
measuring stick.  Canagarajah （2006b） describes proficiency within the WE 
perspective as “the ability to engage in meaningful social and institutional functions in 
multilingual communities according to local conventions” （p. 230）. “Correctness,” 
according to Canagarajah （2006b）, should therefore take into consideration the 
contextualized and local （p. 230）.
In addition to promoting a pluricentric model of English （McKay, 2010） and the 
notion of postcolonial cultural and linguistic hybridity and “bilingual creativity” 
（Pakir, 2009, p. 228）, WE scholars are also interested in exploring the “phonological, 
grammatical, lexical and pragmatic features of the current use of English as a factor of 
geographical region” （p. 89）5. WE research potentially includes individuals from all 
three of Kachru’s circles （though historically its primary focus has been on Englishes 
of the Outer Circle） （McKay, 2010）. Berns （2008） argues that the WE perspective 
“stresses the importance of knowing about ways of using language in communication, 
not simply being able to accurately produce particular features of language”（p. 332）, 
which requires that learners be exposed to a wide variety of speakers.  Canagarajah 
（2006b） concurs, stressing the importance of being able to interact with English users 
in all the Kachruvian circles. This is done not through the learning of countless 
linguistic varieties, but instead through the prioritization of pragmatic proficiency.
3.2. English as a lingua franca
There is another approach containing a pair of approaches, in addition that of World 
Englishes, which have attempted to provide frameworks for approaching the 
conceptualization and examination of English as a lingua franca around the world. 
There is an ambiguous relationship between the lingua franca approaches and WE. 
Though they share a common critical drive to re-conceptualize the cultural and 
linguistic targets for language acquisition, assessment, instruction and use, lingua 
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franca researchers are probing the transnational nature of English, particularly in the 
Expanding Circle, and the inextricably intertwined nature of local contexts with the 
global （Canagarajah, 2006a; McKay, 2010; Pakir, 2009）. The WE paradigm has been 
criticized, according to McKay （2010）, as it fails “to recognize the localized nature of 
English language use in which bilingual/multilingual individuals draw on their full 
linguistic repertoire to signal their local and global identity” （p. 91）. Furthermore, 
Canagarajah （2006a） points out the fact that the Circles are now leaking, in terms of 
language across national borders.  As Canagarajah （2006a） notes, “Many are adopting 
the position that English is a heterogeneous language with multiple norms and diverse 
systems. While all national varieties will be local, speakers will develop new norms for 
international communication” （p. 199, emphasis added）. Jenkins （2009） describes the 
nature of this English employed as a lingua franca as “the common language of choice, 
among speakers who come from different linguacultural backgrounds” （p. 200）.
Scholars within the lingua franca approaches fall under the categories of 1） English 
as a Lingua Franca （ELF）, and what I will term here as Lingua Franca English （LFE） 
（Canagarajah, 2007）.  Though sharing much in common, the ontological, 
epistemological and thereby theoretical orientations of these two schools necessitate 
their separation （Canagarajah, 2006a）. Much of the debate stems from two competing 
conceptualizations of English as a lingua franca; as code and as language function 
（Saraceni, 2008）. In this next section, I will detail the theory and research foci of ELF 
and LFE, examine the similarities and differences between the two schools, and then 
finally focus on the integral role of pragmatic competence emerging as a theme within 
ELF and LFE scholarship on communicative competence.
English, according to Canagarajah （2006a）, has served as a lingua franca in two 
senses: as a language of interaction between the colonizer and colonized, as well as 
between the colonized themselves （p. 197）. The nature and role of English as a lingua 
franca changed upon world transition into the postcolonial period. Canagarajah 
（2006a） notes how the global flows of people, culture and language, transcending 
borders of identity, space and culture, have served to shape English as a “transnational 
contact language” （p. 198）. Kachru’s （1985） concentric circle model of WE, including 
the norm-providing Inner Circle, norm-developing Outer Circle and norm-dependent 
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Expanding Circle, did not, in the opinion of some scholars, take into account the 
complex, globalized nature of English use across linguistic and cultural borders （see 
Canagarajah, 2006; McKay, 2010; Pakir, 2009）. Canagarajah （2006a） points out that 
in Kachru’s （1985） model, conceptualizing the Expanding Circle as norm-dependent 
has now come under intense scrutiny, and is being challenged in empirical research 
（Firth, 1996, 2009; Jenkins, 2006b; Seidlhofer, 2004）.   Canagarajah （2006a）, eluding 
to statistics by Crystal （1997）6 and Graddol et al. （1999）, notes the overwhelmingly 
large number of English users and English use in the Expanding Circle, which in turn 
challenges notions of the Inner Circle as “owning” English and as a result necessarily 
providing the cultural and linguistic norms for the Expanding Circle.
Approaches to conceptualizing English as a lingua franca have moved to prioritize 
the research of English across Kachru’s （1985）, though in many cases with a specific 
focus on English users in the Expanding Circle （Jenkins, 2009）. The two primary 
critical approaches to English as a lingua franca, the English as a Lingua Franca （ELF） 
school and what I will term here as the Lingua Franca English （LFE） approach 
（Canagarajah, 2007）, share a few specific elements in common.  First, both take issue 
with the idealized NS-as the cultural and linguistic target for acquisition and use, and 
the NS as the yardstick for assessment, and instead advocate for the importance of 
localized context and culture, and its connection to the global （Firth, 2009; Mckay, 
2010; Pakir, 2009）. Both move towards re-conceptualizing communicative competence 
in a manner moving beyond Inner Circle norms （e.g. Firth, 2009; Saraceni, 2008）. In 
doing so, both challenge the notion of “interlanguage” （Selinker, 1992）, which renders 
a “Non-Native” speaker of English deficient, and touts the idealized “NS” as owner 
and ideal example of English use （e.g., Firth, 2009; Jenkins, 2006b, 2009; Leung, 
2005）. Both perspectives see lingua franca English as Sui Generis （see Firth, 2009）; 
“of its own kind/genus or unique in its characteristics” （Dictionary.com, 2010）. Both 
challenge the binary concept of an ESL/EFL, and the usefulness and applicability of 
such terms （e.g., Firth & Wagner, 1997; Firth, 2009; Leung, 2005; Nayar, 1997）. As 
these perspectives envision English as transcending cultural and linguistic boundaries, 
concomitantly local and global, both prioritize pragmatic strategies as integral to 
communication and competence. In addition, the two perspectives recognize the 
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construct of “English” as heterogeneous, in a nod to the WE perspective of Englishes 
in the Outer Circle （Canagarajah, 2006a; McKay, 2010）, as well as to the notion that 
individuals within innumerable contexts are employing English as a tool of 
international communication （Jenkins, 2006b）. Finally, the two perspectives draw 
upon large amounts of the same empirical research and employ its implications in 
framing approaches to English as a lingua franca.
The differences between the ELF and LFE perspectives that impel a separation of 
the two lie in the way English, as a lingua franca, is conceptualized as either a code 
（ELF） or a function （LFE） （see Firth, 2009; Saraceni, 2008）. This central issue 
shapes the way in which lingua franca researchers theorize and subsequently decide 
how researched might be framed, including who and what might be the focus of 
research, how research is conducted, how the implications of such research might be 
viewed and prioritized, and how such research might fuel future theorizing.
3.2.1. The ELF Perspective7
According to Jenkins （2006b）, though English is used as a lingua franca across all 
three of Kachru’s （1985） Circles, ELF researchers focus on English users in the Outer, 
and in particular the Expanding Circles. ELF research aims to describe the linguistic 
features of this lingua franca, and the pragmatic strategies users call upon to negotiate 
meaning in interaction with individuals from other cultural and linguistic backgrounds 
（e.g., Jenkins, 2006b, 2009; McKay, 2010; Pakir, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2009）. Jenkins 
（2009） acknowledges the “common ground” English as a lingua franca shares at times 
with Englishes from the Inner Circle, though she and others （e.g., Seidlhofer, 2004） 
stress the unique, localized variation of forms arising in the speech of lingua franca 
speakers. In addition, according to Jenkins （2009）, English used as a lingua franca 
includes “substantial potential for accommodation” （p. 201）, including numerous 
pragmatic and discourse strategies that increase intelligibility. 
ELF researchers view their conceptualization of “English as a Lingua Franca” as an 
alternate model to “English as a Native Language （ENL）,” another label for Englishes 
of the Inner Circle （Jenkins, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2009）. This is due in part to a desire to 
move away from a model in which Inner Circle Englishes are the norm-providing 
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varieties, and in part to the legitimization of English as a lingua franca as a Sui Generis 
variety of English （Firth, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2009）. Indeed, many ELF researchers have 
explicitly described ELF as a variety of English （e.g., Leung, 2005; Seidlhofer, 2004）. 
House （2003） states for instance that, “ELF is neither a language for specific purposes 
nor a pidgin, because it is not a restricted code, but a language showing full linguistic 
and functional range” （p. 557）.
In concert with viewing English as a lingua franca as a legitimate variety of English, 
ELF researchers have set out to explore its linguistic and pragmatic characteristics. In 
doing so, researchers have purposefully restricted and/or excluded speakers from the 
Inner Circle, so as not to distort the data gathered.  Jenkins （2009） explains:
The common ground in ELF is being identified in the speech of proficient 
speakers of English. While the majority of speakers providing data for 
analysis come from the Expanding Circle, ELF databases usually also 
include Outer Circle speakers, and most also include Inner Circle speakers. 
However, in the case of the Inner Circle, numbers are restricted to ensure that 
they do not distort the data with a surplus of ENL forms or （unwittingly） act 
as norm-providers, making the other speakers feel under pressure to speak 
like them” （p. 201）.
Some ELF researchers are working to put together lingua franca corpora of English, 
including the Vienna-Oxford International Corpus of English （VOICE） （Seidlhofer 
2001 in Firth, 2009） and the English as a Lingua Franca in Academic settings corpus 
（ELFA）（Mauranen, 2003, 2006a, 2006b in Firth, 2009）. Such corpora, according to 
Firth （2009）, are guided by researchers “searching for patterns, consistencies and 
systematicities across the communicative spectrum of ELF interactions—throughout 
Europe and the world beyond” （p. 148）. In other words, ELF researchers are searching 
for the “new norms of ELF” （Canagarajah, 2006a, p. 200）, in the interest of “serving 
the needs of Expanding Circle users of English” （Berns, 2008, p. 331）.
One example of empirical research into the norms of ELF can be found within 
Jenkins’ （2000） work on English as a lingua franca phonology. The study by Jenkins 
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examined the interactions of six English language learners, discovering that the 
primary reason for breakdowns in communication between the learners related to 
pronunciation. Jenkins （2000） classified and described phonological innovations 
among lingua franca users, and produced what she termed a “Lingua Franca Core” （p. 
132）, which were integral to intelligibility.  Jenkins （2002） argues for moving beyond 
a focus on NS pronunciation norms, as well as for the preservation of intelligibility in a 
postmodern world: In order to prevent the disintegration of international phonological 
intelligibility there is, it follows, a strong case for pedagogic intervention of a new 
kind: intervention that is no longer based on idealized NS models or NS corpora, but 
that is both more relevant （in terms of EIL needs） and more realistic （in terms of 
teachability）” （p. 86）.
In concert with viewing English as a lingua franca as a variety of English, some ELF 
scholars have attempted to integrate ELF-related work into the WE paradigm.  Jenkins 
（2005 in Berns, 2008）, for instance, states the ELF school “has already gained 
recognition as a serious research area within World Englishes” （p. 154）. Seidlhofer 
（2009） argues that ELF scholarship “has new insights to offer that can feed back into 
scholarship in the world Englishes paradigm at large. Though different in some 
respects, both are engaged in the same shared endeavour to understand and confront 
the sociolinguistic challenges of a rapidly changing world. This is why ELF merits 
acceptance as forming part of the wider WE research community, to which, I would 
suggest, it can bring fresh impulses and ideas in the continuing exploration of our 
common ground” （p. 243）.  ELF researchers have advocated for the cooperation of 
ELF and WE scholarship, as according to Jenkins （2006 in Jenkins, 2009）, they share 
much in common.  In fact, within the 2007 International Association of World 
Englishes （IAWE） Conference, Anne Pakir and Margie Berns （both WE scholars） 
organized a colloquium dedicated to this very topic, and spawned a series of articles in 
World Englishes in 2009 （e.g., Jenkins, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2009）. As Berns （2008） 
points out, the acceptance of English as a sui generis variety of English within the WE 
paradigm is highly controversial.  Berns （2008） and Pakir （2009） both conclude that 
the two perspectives are incompatible. 
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3.2.2. Controversies Surrounding the ELF Perspective
There are four specific challenges made to the ELF perspective by WE scholars and 
LFE lingua franca researchers:8 1） the question of English as a lingua franca as a sui 
generis variety; 2） the lack of clarity, on the part of ELF scholars, of defining English 
as a lingua franca as either a code or as a function （Saraceni, 2008）; 3） the restriction 
and/or limitation of Inner and Outer Circle members in ELF research; 4） the issue of a 
“breakdown” of intelligibility as attributed to phonology.
In addressing the first controversy -English as a lingua franca as a sui generis 
variety- Firth （2009） posits that “ELF does not exist as a “thing” or “system” out 
there” （p. 163）. English as a lingua franca, is instead, according to Canagarajah 
（2007） “constantly brought into being in each context of communication” （p. 926, as 
cited in Firth, 2009）. Firth （2009） describes English as a lingua franca as highly 
variable in nature according to context, arguing that such variability “goes beyond the 
traditional understanding of variation as deriving from a common core of grammar and 
language norms. In other words, variation is at the heart of this system, not secondary 
to a more primary common system of uniform norms” （p. 163）. Pakir （2009） stresses 
the “cultural hybridity” of English as a lingua franca （p. 234）. Firth （2009）, also 
noting the hybrid nature of English as a lingua franca, describes such hybridity in the 
following manner: “parties may borrow, use and re-use each other’s language forms, 
create nonce words, and switch and mix languages, invoking what Cook （1992） terms 
“multicompetencies”, drawn from their multilingual experiences and practices” 
（p. 163）. Canagarajah （2006b） advocates for the construct of multicompetencies, 
noting that the support of such a conceptualization “leads to the view of English as a 
heterogeneous language with multiple norms, with each norm coming into play at 
different levels of social interaction （p. 234）. Proficiency in the world of postmodern 
globalization requires the ability to negotiate this variability. Firth （2009） argues that 
as English as a lingua franca is not a variety of English with “preconsituted forms” 
（p. 163）, users instead employ pragmatic strategies to successfully navigate 
communication.  Firth （2009） therefore concludes that English as a lingua franca, 
conceptualized by ELF scholars as a linguistic variety of English, is not in itself sui 
generis.  Such conclusions are shared by Canagarajah （2007）, who succinctly 
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summarizes the argument against viewing English as a lingua franca as a priori and 
therefore sui generis:
“Because of the diversity at the heart of this communicative medium, LFE is 
intersubjectively constructed in each specific context of interaction. The form 
of this English is negotiated by each set of speakers for their purposes. The 
speakers are able to monitor each other’s language proficiency to determine 
mutually the appropriate grammar, phonology, lexical range, and pragmatic 
conventions that would ensure intelligibility. Therefore, it is difficult to 
describe this language a priori. It cannot be characterized outside the specific 
interaction and speakers in a communicative context （pp. 925-926）.
The second controversy relates to a lack of clarity, or “inconsistency” on the part of 
ELF scholars, in terms of defining English as a lingua franca as either a code or as a 
function （Saraceni, 2008, p. 24）. Saraceni （2008） explores this issue, choosing to 
examine how ELF researchers have described the nature of English as a lingua franca. 
Saraceni discovers that researchers refer to English as a lingua franca as code （or 
variety） at times, while in other cases it is described as a function. In some cases, 
researchers employ both definitions. Seidlhofer （2005）, first describes English as a 
lingua franca as “a way of referring to communication in English between speakers 
with different first languages” （p. 339, as cited in Saraceni, 2008）. Further on in the 
same piece, Seidlhofer （2005） posits “in order for the concept of ELF to gain 
acceptance alongside English as native language, there have been calls for the 
systematic study of the nature of ELF - what it looks and sounds like and how people 
actually use it and make it work” （pp. 339-340, cited in Saraceni, 2008, p. 24）. 
Jenkins （2007） defines English as a lingua franca as “an emerging English that exists 
in its own right and which is being described in its own terms rather than by 
comparison with ENL” （p. 2, cited in Saraceni, 2008, p.24）.  In the same piece, 
however, Jenkins （2007） describes English as a lingua in a pluralistic manner: “ELF 
varieties are used internationally rather than intranationally and are born of 
international contact among their NNSs” （p. 17, cited in Saraceni, 2008, p. 24）. 
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Canagarajah （2006a） and Firth （2009） also explore the confusion over the nature and 
role of English as a lingua franca as posed by ELF researchers, noting the confusion 
over whether English as a lingua franca is a variety or exists as variability. Both 
Canagarajah （2006a） and Firth （2009） argue for the latter.  House （2003） concurs: 
“ELF appears to be neither a restricted language for special purposes, nor a pidgin, nor 
an interlanguage, but one of a repertoire of different communicative instruments an 
individual has at his/her disposal, a useful and versatile tool, a ‘language for 
communication’” （p. 559）.
The third ELF-related controversy stems from the deliberate attempts, on the part of 
ELF scholars, to restrict empirical research to English users in the Expanding Circle. 
According to Jenkins （2009）, such is done in the interest of approaching the unique 
lexical, grammatical, phonological and pragmatic features of English as a lingua 
franca.  Through the limitation or exclusion of Inner Circle participants （and members 
of the Outer Circle as well）, Jenkins （2002, 2009） argues a clearer description of the 
lingua franca might be approached, as the influence of Inner Circle norms will be 
minimized.  Jenkins （2009） explains that as the number of English speakers in the 
Expanding Circle is greater than the number in the Inner and Outer Circles （Crystal, 
2003） the “linguistic agenda” is not set by Inner Circle members （p. 201）. As a result, 
“ELF is thus a question, not of orientation to the norms of a particular group of English 
speakers, but of mutual negotiation involving efforts and adjustments from all parties” 
（p. 201）. Berns （2008） argues, however, that if English is indeed envisioned as a 
lingua franca transcending the Circles, then members of the Inner Circle should be 
included in ELF data as “Native Speakers” play a role “as partners with non-native 
speakers regardless of their linguistic, social, or cultural backgrounds when negotiating 
meaning for either intelligibility, comprehensibility, or interpretability, or all three. 
Establishing norms and negotiating the sociolinguistics of the situation involves every 
participant, and norms may need to be negotiated anew when a participant from an as 
yet unrepresented language and cultural background joins the conversation” （p. 329）. 
Excluding members of the Inner or even Outer Circle from ELF data is done, according 
to Berns （2008） in the interest of moving toward replacing the “ENL” model with a 
different variety. Such actions return us to the debate over the nature of English as a 
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lingua franca, and whether it is a linguistic variety or function.
A fourth controversy stems from the motivating impetus behind Jenkins’ （2000, 
2002） description of a phonological lingua franca core.  According to Jenkins （2002）: 
“In order to prevent the disintegration of international phonological intelligibility there 
is, it follows, a strong case for pedagogic intervention of a new kind: intervention that 
is no longer based on idealized NS models or NS corpora, but that is both more 
relevant （in terms of EIL needs） and more realistic （in terms of teachability）” （p. 86）. 
In other words, Jenkins is advocating for the teaching of the lingua franca core in order 
to preserve mutual intelligibility around the globe.  Berns （2008） argues that the 
preoccupation with “disintegration” hearkens back to the intercontinental “English 
Today” debate （Jenkins, 2006a） between B. B. Kachru and Sir Randolph Quirk, over 
whether or not there should be a standard English to serve as a common reference point 
for English around the globe. Quirk called Kachru’s position, advocating for a move 
away from a NS-as-target standard, “liberation linguistics” （Quirk, 1990）, while 
Kachru （1991） labeled Quirk’s position “deficit linguistics.”  Berns （2008） sees in 
Jenkins’ （2002） conclusions regarding the lingua franca core, the following: 
“This “glass half-empty” （or deficit） view of linguistic variation in 
pronunciation is not unlike that of Randolph Quirk （1988; 1989）, who fears 
the loss of international mutual intelligibility and maintains that only a native 
speaker-based pronunciation model can prevent such loss from occur ring. 
Jenkins takes a similarly firm stand in the face of linguistic chaos, with the 
exception that she identifies the user of EIL （or ELF） （interchangeable terms 
to Jenkins） as the gatekeepers, as those who will safeguard mutual 
intelligibility” （p. 330）.
In addition, Berns （2008） argues that the ELF and World Englishes perspectives 
approach the notion of “intelligibility” in dissonant manners. Drawing from Smith 
（1981）, Berns （2008） describes communication as “a two-way street” （p. 329） and 
quotes Smith （1981）, who asserts, “the responsibility for effective communication is 
shared by both the speaker and the listener” （p. 8）. The achievement of intelligibility, 
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according to Smith （1992）, is constructed in the interaction between alternating 
listeners-speakers. All individuals in interaction play a part in what intelligibility 
shapes up to be.
3.2.3. The LFE Perspective
The second lingua franca perspective presented here is what I call “Lingua Franca 
English （LFE）9.” My rationale for using LFE as a label in this manner is derived from 
Canagarajah’s （2007） use of the term “LFE” to describe English as a lingua franca, as 
well as his approach to theory and research within an English as a lingua franca 
paradigm: 
“House （2003） argued that LFE is indeed a full fledged language, not a 
pidgin variety or register for special purposes: “ELF is neither a language for 
specific purposes nor a pidgin, because it is not a restricted code, but a 
language showing full linguistic and functional range” （p. 557）. Note also 
that there are different orientations to LFE. Some scholars are on the quest to 
define LFE according to an identifiable grammatical and phonological 
system （see Jenkins, 2006b; Seidlhofer, 2004）... This article is informed by 
the alternate school that focuses on the pragmatic features that enable LFE 
communication” （p. 937, emphasis added）.
The LFE perspective approaches English as a lingua franca not as code or a variety 
of English, but rather as function and variability. Canagarajah （2007） describes 
English as a lingua franca （which he terms LFE）, as constructed in context: “The form 
of this English is negotiated by each set of speakers for their purposes. The speakers 
are able to monitor each other’s language proficiency to determine mutually the 
appropriate grammar, phonology, lexical range, and pragmatic conventions that would 
ensure intelligibility. Therefore, it is difficult to describe this language a priori” 
（p. 925）. English as a lingua franca, according to Canagarajah （2007）, is a hybrid, 
containing “words, grammatical patterns, and discourse conventions from diverse 
languages and English varieties that speakers bring to the interaction. Participants 
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borrow from each other freely and adopt the other’s language in their interaction with 
that participant” （p. 926）. Prodromou （2008） notes that this English as a lingua franca 
is emergent in nature as, “its structure is always deferred, always in a process but never 
arriving” （p. 38）. Firth （2009）, argues that such an approach to language, identity and 
culture is poststructuralist in nature, and such a poststructuralist approach,
“provides a metatheoretical basis for reconfiguring and reconstituting key 
concepts and assumptions within our field, including, though not limited to, 
assumptions of an ascendant native speaker, the viability of interlanguage, 
notions of “target” language and target competence, the nature of learning 
and being an L2 learner, the prevalence of the view that NNSs are deficient 
communicators, the assumption that NS communities are the legitimate and 
exclusive source of norms, the perception of “non-standard” forms, and 
more besides” （p. 165）. 
From an LFE perspective, English as a lingua franca is sui generis. Unlike the ELF 
approach arguing for the sui generis nature of English as a lingua franca as a variety, 
however, LFE contends the sui generis element “resides not in the language or 
discourse forms produced, but in two other spheres, one being what I shall refer to as 
entailment, the other in metatheory. “Entailment” concerns the inherent interactional 
and linguistic variability that lingua franca interactions entail. “Metatheory” refers to 
theoretical underpinnings and dispositions brought about by adopting a lingua franca 
outlook on language” （Firth, 2009, p. 150）.
3.2.4. Prioritizing Pragmatic Proficiency 
Believing English as a lingua franca to exist as variability and not as variety, 
Canagarajah （2006b） posits, “proficiency in the world of postmodern globalization 
requires the ability to negotiate this variability” （p. 234）. Canagarajah （2006b） does 
not posit that English speakers need to be “proficient” in a number of localized 
varieties of English. Instead, he argues that lingua franca-oriented empirical research is 
pointing toward a focus on pragmatic proficiency to negotiate variability. Drawing 
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from work by McKay （2005）, Canagarajah （2006b） describes such pragmatic 
proficiency as including, “Sociolinguistic skills of dialect differentiation, code 
switching, style shifting, interpersonal communication, conversation management, and 
discourse strategies are important for shuttling between English varieties” （p. 233）. 
Firth （2009） argues that based on ELF-informed research by, “ELF interactants appear 
to develop competencies that entail monitoring each other’s language proficiency to 
determine the appropriate grammar, phonology, pace of delivery, lexical range, and 
pragmatic conventions that ensure locally adequate intelligibility and that also attend to 
setting-specific tasks” （p. 162）.
In a study examining talk between Danish trading company managers and customers 
from abroad, Firth （1996） describes one pragmatic strategy -the “let it pass” principle- 
Firth （1996） concludes that speakers overlook misunderstanding and/or idiosyncracy, 
letting it pass, if such is not fatal to navigating a conversation. Canagarajah （2007） 
notes that “A kind of suspension of expectations regarding norms seems to be in 
operation, and when forms from a different language or English variety surface, they 
do not interfere negatively” （p. 926）. Miscommunications of an overt nature are in 
fact rare, according to ELF research （e.g., Firth 1990, 1996; Meierkord, 1998; House, 
2003）. Firth （2009） notes, “It is thus not so much uniformity of form, but 
communicative alignment, adaptation, local accommodation and attunement that would 
appear to underpin successful lingua franca interactions-at least in the lingua franca 
encounters thus far described” （p. 162）.
Meierkord’s （2000） empirical study, an analysis of the conversations of international 
students in a dorm in the U.K., also sheds light on the pragmatic strategies lingua 
franca users employ in interaction. Meierkord （2000） finds that: 1） participants mark 
transitions with pauses, and employ regular amounts of long pauses during and after 
their turns at talk; 2） speakers choose to discuss safe topics in conversation, and keep 
such conversations short and superficial; 3） participants use large amount of polite 
language and techniques with each other, though the linguistic elements are not 
“Native” or “native-like” （other than set phrases such as “How are you” or “Hello”; 
4） the majority of the characteristics of this lingua franca speech could not be linked to 
the first language of the speakers in question.  Meierkord （2000） believes the linguistic 
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choices made by the participants are greatly influenced by two principles: 
1） “Participants wish to save face. They avoid insulting behaviour and 
putting their partners into embarrassing situations by e.g. using expressions 
their interlocutors may not understand.
2） As a result of the uncertainty regarding the cultural norms and standards 
that apply to lingua franca conversations, participants wish to assure each 
other of a benevolent attitude. The high amount of supportive back-channels 
- both verbal or in the form of laughter - as well as the excessive use of 
cajolers found in the corpus are discoursive manifestations of this intention” 
（section 3.2.3, emphasis added）. 
Research by House （2003） explores the lingua franca interactions of international 
students of English at Hamburg University in Germany. House’s study provides insight 
into the manner in which lingua franca users from different cultural backgrounds 
employ pragmatic strategies specific to their own culture, when they contribute to 
intercultural communication. Doing so, as Seidlhofer （2004） points out, does not 
interfere with communication, but rather, enhances interaction. Asian students in the 
study, for instance “employ topic management strategies in a striking way, recycling a 
specific topic regardless of where and how the discourse had developed at any 
particular point” （p. 567）. In addition, Asian students echo the language of the speaker 
with whom they are interacting, in order to affirm and place value upon the words of 
others.  House attributes this action as purposeful on the part of the Asian students, in 
accordance with their cultures.  Finally, the influence of group-oriented dynamics 
within Asian cultures manifested in the orientation of the Asian participants towards 
“solidarity and consensus orientation” （p. 569）. Referring to House’s （2003） study, 
Canagarajah （2006a） concludes, “while the local cultural ways of interacting are alive 
in English, paradoxically they serve to negotiate difference and ensure intelligibility” 
（p. 205）.
Firth （2009） acknowledges the paucity of empirical research in the lingua franca 
database. What does exist, Firth （2009） notes, is “focused either on students’ casual 
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conversations or business encounters -in almost all cases within a Western European 
setting” （p. 149）. Firth （2009） therefore encourages an increase in the empirical 
breadth and depth of lingua franca work, with a particular focus on pragmatic 
proficiency. Canagarajah （2006a, 2006b, 2007） points toward further empirical 
research into pragmatic proficiency and strategies. Whether in theory, research, 
assessment or practice, Canagarajah （2006b） believes, “we have to shift our emphases 
from language as a system to language as social practice, from grammar to pragmatics, 
from competence to performance” （p. 243）. The performance Canagarajah （2006b） 
speaks of relates to the fact that there is more than one participant in interaction.  In 
testing, for example, the focus tends to be upon the proficiency of the isolated first 
individual in a pair.  Canagarajah （2006b） posits a need for a focus on the role of both 
（or all） individuals participating in interaction: “Defining language use as performative 
involves placing an emphasis on the second construct in each pair and considering how 
language diversity is actively negotiated in acts of communication under changing 
contextual conditions. In other words, it is not what we know as much as it is the 
versatility with which we do things with English that defines proficiency” （p. 234）.
4．Discussion
What have the World Englishes and lingua franca perspectives achieved in terms of 
re-conceptualizing communicative competence and moving beyond the NS as the 
cultural and lingusitic target for acquistion, assessment, instruction and use?
The WE paradigm took the first steps towards the re-conceptualization of what 
constituted “legitimate,” “nativized” and “nativizing” varieties10 of English in 
Kachru’s （1985） Circles. In doing so, WE scholarship opened the door to re-
envisioning communicative competence and moving beyond the idealized speaker of 
the Inner Circle. Such action provided a vehicle for researchers to reimagine the 
cultural and linguistic targets for acquisition, assessment, practice and use, thereby 
placing the potential for ownership of English in the realm of Outer and Expanding 
Circle members.  This, as WE research indicates, reflects what is transpiring in the 
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Outer and Expanding Circles- users are indeed employing English in ways that the 
Inner Circle speaker has no immediate bearing over.  The WE paradigm has created an 
academic and empirical space for the re-conceptualization of SLA theory, and thereby 
research and practice.
English as a lingua franca scholarship has gone beyond the confines of Kachru’s 
Concentric Circles. It has challenged the static nature of national and cultural borders, 
in a nod to “postmodern globalization” （Hall, 1997）. Lingua franca research in general 
acknowledges the following: 
1．The interaction between communities is multilateral-that is, international 
involvement at diverse levels is needed in today’s economic and 
production enterprises.
2．National boundaries have become porous-people, goods, and ideas flow 
easily between borders.
3．Languages, communities, and cultures have become hybrid, shaped by 
this fluid flow of social and economic relationships.
（Canagarajah, 2006b, p. 231）
Though there is no complete consensus regarding whether English as a lingua franca 
is a variety of English, or the variability of function, both ELF and LFE research has 
brought the primacy of pragmatic proficiency and strategies in interaction to the 
forefront of scholarship seeking to reimagine and describe communicative competence. 
Furthermore, the lingua franca English user, a complex individual concomitantly 
negotiating the local and the global in lingua franca interaction, should not and even 
cannot be compared to a NS in the Inner Circle. Such comparisons, in terms of 
proficiency, are to compare apples and oranges. In a similar vein, drawing upon 
conclusions made by Firth （1996）, lingua franca talk is not deficient, but is in all 
actuality routine, functional and ordinary. In the words of Firth （2009）, the “post-
structural disposition” of lingua franca research （and I would argue specifically LFE-
informed research）,
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“provides a metatheoretical basis for reconfiguring and reconstituting key 
concepts and assumptions within our field, including, though not limited to, 
assumptions of an ascendant native speaker, the viability of interlanguage, 
notions of “target” language and target competence, the nature of learning 
and being an L2 learner, the prevalence of the view that NNSs are deficient 
communicators, the assumption that NS communities are the legitimate and 
exclusive source of norms, the perception of “non-standard” forms, and 
more besides. To my mind, scholars of ELF are in a privileged position of 
being eminently equipped to push and explore the post-structural agenda in 
applied linguistics, and to further question and, where justified, revise and 
reconfigure central theories and concepts” （p. 165）. 
There is one issue that deserves addressing at this juncture. This relates to the fact 
that there are English users around the globe （beyond stakeholders in academia, policy, 
economics and administration） who genuinely believe that the “NS” however obscure 
or abstract that idealized individual may be, is the cultural and linguistic target/
yardstick by which they should be measured. A study by Jenkins （2007） examined the 
beliefs and attitudes NNES and NS shared regarding 1） the Lingua Franca Core, and 2） 
English as a lingua franca in general. Individuals in the research worried about the 
“fragmentation” of English, and the disintegration of a necessary standard variety of 
English as a reference point, though some held favorable views of the concept of 
English as a lingua franca.  Also, in research by Young and Walsh （2010）, 26 teachers 
from Asia, Africa and Europe, studying at the same university in the U.K., participated 
in focus groups and individual interviews related to teacher beliefs regarding proper 
models of English for learners. Most participants pointed to the fact that they would 
teach American English. These teachers believed that there should necessarily be a 
“standard” by which to gauge appropriateness and proficiency. The researchers 
juxtaposed these findings against the belief, held by 19 of 26 participants, that EIL/
English as a lingua franca was an attractive and desirable concept. Indeed, as Jenkins 
（2007） acknowledges, the NS model continues to hold sway in English language 
teaching the world over, and the subject of “standard English,” as a necessity in the 
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mind of some, lives on （e.g., Davies, 2003, 2009）. Young and Walsh （2010） 
encourage researchers, policy makers and teachers to keep local context in mind when 
approaching the questions of “whose English” and “which English” is and might be 
the focus in the classroom （p. 136）.
5．Conclusion
The global flows of migration, technology and information have enabled the spread 
and hybridization of language and culture （Appadurai, 2000）. The world of language 
theory, research, assessment and practice might do well to evolve and continue to 
conceptualize and explore this postmodern world of “in-between” cultures （Bhabha, 
1996）. Indeed, the Native Speaker construct remains dominant, yet challenges to its 
perpetuation as a regime of truth are increasing every day. These challenges are 
fundamentally grounded in questions both related to contextualized language use 
around the globe, as well as to shedding critical light on the origins and manifestations 
of power connected to who “owns” English and what might be considered as the 
cultural and linguistic targets for language acquisition and use. Whether in complete 
agreement or not in terms of how to progress forward in theory, research and practice, 
WE, ELF and LFE-related scholarship is nevertheless creating space for 
reconceptualizing the relationship between language, “culture,” identity and power, in 
a progressive and constructive way.
Notes
1　The NS construct is also referred to as the “Standard English” framework （see: 
Davies, 2003; Canagarajah, 2006b） and the “International English” view （Davies, 
Hamp-Lyons & Kemp, 2003）.
2　Other names include: English as an Additional Language （e.g. Nayar, 1997）, 
“English as a global language” （e.g., Crystal, 2003）, “English as a world 
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language” （e.g., Mair, 2003）, “World English” （Brutt-Griffler, 2002） and 
“English as a Medium of Intercultural Communication （Meierkord, 1996）.
3　Pakir （2009） does not distinguish between ELF and LFE.
4　Though still widely in use, scholars have since critiqued the nature of Kachru’s 
circles. Jenkins （2006b）, for instance, points out that many Outer Circle 
Englishes are varieties in their own right, and serve in a norm-providing role both 
socioculturally as well as academically （Lowenberg, 2000, 2002）. Canagarajah 
（2006a, 2006b） notes that English users in the Expanding Circle are increasingly 
using English intranationally as well as internationally, and in the process creating 
their own respective norms for language use. As such, the Expanding Circle can 
no longer be viewed as norm-dependent. Though Kachru’s （1985） Circles were 
meant to move beyond the Native Speaker, in a sense, it also serves to reinforce 
the centrality of the Native Speaker in terms of linguistic ownership and linguistic 
and cultural targets for language acquisition and use （See for example: 
Canagarajah, 2006a, 2006b; Jenkins 2006a, 2006b; Rajadurai, 2005）.
5　David Crystal （2003） puts forth a WE-informed description of English as “a 
family of languages” （p. 49）. Crystal （2003） and Phillipson （2003） have, 
however, expressed the belief that American English may continue to serve as a 
“standard,” particularly in the Expanding Circle. The notion of recognizing an 
Inner Circle variety of English as continuing to influence English policy and 
practice around the world （e.g., Crystal, 2003; Phillipson, 2003） and/or believing 
that an English from the Inner Circle should serve as a standard （e.g., Davies, 
2003）, is a subject of intense debate. In the interest of narrowing the scope of this 
paper, I will refrain from exploring this issue, other than to say that scholars 
within WE and lingua franca approaches to English have overwhelmingly 
advocated against the latter （see Canagarajah, 2006, 2006b; Firth, 2009; 
Lowenberg, 2000, 2002）.
6　Crystal （2003） posits that there are around 320-380 million speakers of English 
in which the language is dominant, 300-500 million speakers who reside in a 
former colony and use English, and 500 million to 1 billion users in contexts 
beyond. Alptekin （2002） and Crystal （1997） state that English is now spoken 
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more in intercultural communication between Non-Native Speakers than between 
Native Speakers.  Crystal also estimates that 80% or so of English around the 
world is spoken by Non-Native Speakers.
7　This perspective has also been referred to in passing as the “Lingua Franca Core” 
school （e.g., Jenkins, 2005）.
8　Indeed, scholars from the “Standard English” perspective have leveled criticism 
against ELF scholarship, which Jenkins （2009） and Seidlhofer （2009） address. 
In the interest of maintaining the parameters of scope in this paper, however, I will 
not explore critiques from this perspective.
9　Some scholars, such as Pakir （2009）, conflate the terms ELF and LFE. I argue, 
however, that such has been done in the interest of scrutinizing the “ELF” 
perspective, and not what I present here as “LFE.”
10　 Kachru （2005） describes nativization as “the interface of contact and 
convergence” between local languages and English （p. 158）.
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